05/22/2026

MALIA M. COHEN
CALIFORNIA STATE CONTROLLER

May 22, 2026

Juliana F. Gmur, Executive Director
Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Draft Proposed Decision, Schedule for Comments, and Notice of Hearing
Child Abduction and Recovery, 25-4237-1-05
Family Code Sections 3060-3064, 3130-3134.5, 3408, 3411, and 3421;
Penal Code Sections 277, 278, and 278.5; Welfare and Institutions Code Section
11478.5; Statutes 1976, Chapter 1399; Statutes 1992, Chapter 162; Statutes 1996,
Chapter 988
Fiscal Years: 2017-2018, 2018-2019, 2019-2020, 2020-2021
County of Los Angeles, Claimant

Dear Ms. Gmur:

The State Controller’s Office is transmitting our response to the above-named draft
proposed decision.

The SCO disagrees with the Commission’s conclusion that the Claimant’s time
documents are an adequate source document because the timesheets did not
include enough information to validate actual costs through an audit

The Commission’s determination under Section IV(C)(1) of the proposed draft decision
that the timesheets comply with the documentation requirements of the Parameters and
Guidelines (Ps and Gs) as a matter of law is in direct conflict with the Controller’s
authority to audit reimbursement claims.

The proposed draft decision states that the timesheets submitted by the Claimant are
sufficient under the Ps and Gs because, “when read in context ... they describe the
mandated activity or function performed and the actual number of hours devoted to
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those functions.”' The draft decision further concludes that we are required to presume
the timesheets are accurate because they are “signed and certified to be accurate to the
best of the employee and their supervisor's knowledge and there is no evidence to the
contrary . . . .”> The Controller does not dispute that the Claimant performed mandated
activities. However, the Controller reduced the claim because it was unable to validate
the timesheets, and accordingly, any actual costs of performing such activities. If the
decision in the proposed draft decision stands, it may render the Controller’s audit
authority all but meaningless in future claims for reimbursement.

The Controller is specifically authorized to audit claims for reimbursement under
Government Code sections 17558.5 and 17561. The Controller’s audit authority is
rooted in the California Constitution,® and further confirmed by the Legislature under
Government Code sections and 925.6 and 12410. The Controller’s Constitutional audit
authority may not be defeated or materially impaired by statute.* Accordingly, the
Commission cannot interpret the Ps and Gs in such a manner as to defeat the
Controller’s audit authority. Despite any potential presumption that the Claimants
timesheets are accurate, courts have found that a presumption such as this does “not
become conclusive of those facts so as to deprive the controller of his duty to audit the
claim and to refuse payment thereof if it appears to be illegal.”

The Controller audits reimbursement claims under the Custody of Minors-Child
Abduction and Recovery (CAR) program for adherence with the CAR Ps and Gs. The
CAR Ps and Gs, Section VIl states that “Claimed costs must be identified to each
reimbursable activity...” Additionally, “Direct costs are defined as costs that can be
traced to specific goods, services, units, programs, activities, or functions.” In relevant
part, Section VII, states Salaries and Employee Benefits shall “describe the mandated
functions performed”, however, the Ps and Gs do not specify the level of detail required
in the description of the mandated functions. Absent a specific description, the time
record must meet the minimum requirements of a supporting document and must show
the validity of the costs and the costs relationship to the reimbursable activities.

The SCO audit procedures include selecting a sample of time records to validate the
accuracy of the time recorded by ensuring that the Claimant’s employees 1) did not
record time incorrectly, 2) did not claim time for unallowable activities, 3) did not
misclassify unallowable activities as allowable activities, 4) did not claim budgeted or
estimated time instead of actual time, and 5) did not included time worked on cases that
were unrelated to the mandate.

' Commission on State Mandates, Draft Proposed Decision Child Abduction and Recovery, 25-4237-1-05,
issued April 23, 2026, https://www.csm.ca.gov/matters/25-4237-1-05/doc7.pdf (accessed May 14, 2026),
page 88.

2 Id. at 89.

3 Cal. Const. art. XVI, § 7. See also Flournoy v. Priest, 5 Cal. 3d 350, 354.

4 Hustedt v. Workers' Comp. Appeals Bd., (1981) 30 Cal.3d 329, 338.

5 Madden v. Riley, (1942) 53 Cal.App.2d 814, 819.



The SCO was unable to test the validity of the time on the time records because the
time recorded did not include a description of the specific activities or cases the
employee worked on. Without this description on the time record there is no
ascertainable way to determine the validity of the time because there is no traceable
relationship between the hours claimed and the reimbursable activities. The Claimant’s
case files and case counts support that the Claimant performed some level of
reimbursable activities, however, they cannot be used to validated the time reported on
the employee’s time record.

The Commission’s determination that we are required to presume employees reported
their time accurately where “there is no evidence to the contrary” also mischaracterizes
the audit finding. The audit did not conclude that there is no evidence to the contrary.
The audit concluded that due to the lack of sufficient description of activities/cases in
the supporting time record, it is impossible to identify evidence to validate or refute the
accuracy of the time sheets because there is no relationship or tracing of the time
record to the work that supports the record. The Commission’s presumption and
determination that the Claimant’s time records are compliant sets precedent that the
auditor must conclude that all similar time records are accurate even if such time could
have been found to have been grossly inaccurate had the Claimant included a
description of the specific activities or cases in the supporting time record. The
Commission reached the impossible conclusion that the Claimant’s time records show
the validity of the actual costs even though the Claimant’s time records could not be
used to validate the actual costs.

Additionally, as part of the audit sampling and testing procedures, the SCO identified
the following deficiencies with the Claimant’s time record documentation (attached to
this response), including multiple instances of:

Employees not signing and dating the time record

The same employee signing as both the employee and the supervisor
Employees signing and dating the time record at the beginning of the month
Employees signing and dating the time record in the middle of the month

Both employees and supervisors signing the time record anywhere from one to
six months after the end of the month, and in other cases, just the supervisor
signed late

e Time records with no supervisor signature or date

e Time records with a supervisor signature, but no date

e Employees signing the time record, but not providing a date of signature

Government Code section 17561(d) authorizes the Controller to audit the claims filed by
local agencies and school districts and to reduce any claim for reimbursement of state-
mandated costs if the Controller determines that the claim is excessive or
unreasonable. For the Commission to assume “employees reported their time
accurately...and there is no evidence to the contrary...” is inaccurate. Our audit found
multiple instances of non-contemporaneous time records (also discussed in the final
audit report).



The Commission further states that “the Controller did not consider the evidence,
supported by actual case files, that the claimant performed the mandate and, thus its
decision to reduce the claimant’s costs to $0 is arbitrary, capricious, and not supported
by evidence in the record.” This was also discussed in the final audit report, where the
Bureau of Special Prosecutions provided the SCO auditors with CAR case file
documents for eight sample cases. The Commission’s assertion that the SCO auditors
did not consider the evidence supported by actual case files is factually incorrect. Our
review of the actual case files could not validate the accuracy of the time records
provided by the Claimant.

The Controller’s reduction of all costs claimed to $0 is not arbitrary and
capricious and entirely lacking in evidentiary support

The Commission’s determination under Section IV(C)(2) of the proposed draft decision
that the Controller’s reduction of claimed costs to $0 was arbitrary, capricious, and not
supported by evidence in the record represents a clear circumvention of the Ps and Gs
and a misapplication of the Commission’s own stated standard of review. If the decision
stands as written, the Commission’s holding creates a troubling precedent wherein the
Controller will be forced to guess at an amount of reimbursable costs merely because
some reimbursable activities were performed.

The draft decision, at section IV(C)(2), finds that even if the Claimant’s source
documentation did not comply with the Ps and Gs, the Controller’s decision to reduce
the costs to $0 was arbitrary and capricious because “the claimant provided additional
evidence that shows the claimant performed mandated activities during the period
reimbursement at issue.”® It is not entirely clear if the Commission means that the
additional evidence alone was sufficient for approval of at least part of the claim, or if
the claim should be partially approved because the Controller failed to consider the
corroborating evidence in conjunction with non-compliant source documentation. In
either case, the Controller’s decision to reduce the claim to $0 was not arbitrary and
capricious.

If the draft decision holds that the claim should not have been reduced to $0 solely
because the Claimant provided additional evidence, the Controller could not have made
this determination without circumventing the requirements of the Ps and Gs. Mandated
costs are not due where mandated activities are simply performed. Instead, local
governmental entities must submit a claim for reimbursement as required by the
statutorily established procedures.” To this end, the Commission adopts Ps and Gs to
establish the specific requirements for filing a claim for reimbursement for each

6 Commission on State Mandates, Draft Proposed Decision Child Abduction and Recovery, 25-4237-1-05,
issued April 23, 2026, https://www.csm.ca.gov/matters/25-4237-1-05/doc7.pdf (accessed May 14, 2026),
page 89.

" Cal. Gov. Code § 17552.




mandated activity.® The Claimant bears the initial burden of providing evidence for its
claim.® Where the Claimant fails to comply with the Ps and Gs, the Controller may
reduce the claim to $0, as previously stated by the Commission.'°

When the Controller reviews reimbursement claims under the Custody of Minors-Child
Abduction and Recovery (CAR) program, the Controller must do so in accordance with
the CAR Ps and Gs. In relevant part, Section V of the CAR Ps and Gs state:

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only
actual costs may be claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually
incurred to implement the mandated activities. Actual costs must be
traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of
such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the
reimbursable activities.

Under this plain language of the Ps and Gs, only actual costs may be claimed for
reimbursement, and those actual costs must be supported by source documents. In
accordance with this requirement, the Claimant must provide source documents to meet
the minimum requirements for any reimbursement.

Section V goes on to address corroborating evidence, but it clearly states that
“corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents.” Therefore,
where the source documents are not compliant, the Controller cannot reasonably find
allowable reimbursable costs based solely on additional or corroborating evidence.
Therefore, the Controller’s decision to reduce a claim to $0 where source documents
are not compliant is not arbitrary and capricious. Rather, the decision is reasonable
given that the Claimant has not established the bare minimum requirement for a
reimbursement claim.

If the draft decision instead holds that the Controller incorrectly reduced the claim
because the Controller failed to consider the corroborating evidence in conjunction with
non-compliant source documentation, the Commission’s finding is a misapplication of its
own stated standard of review.

The draft proposed decision states that when reviewing the “Controller’s audit decisions,
the Commission must determine whether they were arbitrary, capricious, or entirely

8 Cal. Gov. Code § 17557; See also County of L.A. v. Comm'n on State Mandates, 2023 Cal. Super.
LEXIS 64056, *15. (“Once the Commission approves a test claim, it adopts "parameters and guidelines”
which identify the reimbursable activities and requirements for filing a reimbursement claim with the
Controller.”).

% Gilbert v. City of Sunnyvale, (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 1264, 1274, 1275.

0 Commission on State Mandates, Incorrect Reduction Claim Decision on The Stull Act, 14-9825-1-02,
adopted July 27, 2018, https://csm.ca.gov/matters/documents/Decisionwebfinal 008.pdf (accessed May
12, 2026), pages 16-17.




lacking in evidentiary support.”'" The Commission compares this standard of review to
the abuse of discretion standard, wherein the “scope of review is limited, out of
deference to the agency's authority and presumed expertise: ‘The court may not
reweigh the evidence or substitute its judgment for that of the agency. [Citation.] . . . 12
Under this standard, the Commission’s task on review is not to weigh the evidence to
determine if the Controller’s decision is the one it would have reached. Rather, the
Commission must determine if the available evidence could support the Controller’'s
decision.”™ This means the Controller’s decision to reduce the claim to $0 is entitled to
deference unless the decision is unsupported by the evidentiary record. Nonetheless,
the Commission appears to substitute its own judgment for that of the Controller in
finding the reduction decision to be arbitrary and capricious.

In discussing the additional evidence to which the Controller could have found
reimbursable activity, the draft proposed decision points to, “a list of cases handled
under the mandate during the audit period,” “eight case files from the district attorneys,’
and “one case file from a child abduction case.” Additionally, the draft proposed
decision points to declarations that the Claimant “filed charges in 141 cases, declined to
prosecute in 240 more,” and declarations that the Claimant “handled 112 Hague cases
and opened approximately 535 civil recovery order cases.” In other words, the draft
proposed decision explains that the Claimant provided a total of nine case files, and
declarations that it handled over 1000 cases in which the Claimant performed mandated
activities. Apparently in the Commission’s view, the handful of case files along with self-
serving declarations were sufficient proof that the Claimant performed mandated
activities to warrant approval of the claim to some level of reimbursement greater than

$0.

The Commission’s determination that the additional evidence supports a finding that
mandated activities were performed misses the mark. The Commission’s task on
review is not to determine whether substantial evidence shows that mandated activities
were performed. Rather, the task is to determine if the Controller’s decision to reduce
the claim to $0 was supported by the evidence. The draft proposed decision points to
the above-described additional evidence, but the draft proposed decision provides no
indication as to how the additional evidence could have been used to calculate actual
time spent performing mandated activities. In the absence of compliant source
documents, the corroborating evidence that the Commission points to must be capable
of conversion to a measurable cost. The Claimant provided no time studies to measure
time purely on the number or type of cases handled. Moreover, there is no evidence
that these cases are even capable of being measured in such a way. In the absence of
any such measure, any costs allowed by the Controller would necessarily be an
arbitrary amount. Accordingly, the reduction to $0 is the only reasonable conclusion the
Controller could have reached in the absence of compliant source documents.

" Commission on State Mandates, Draft Proposed Decision Child Abduction and Recovery, 25-4237-1-
05, issued April 23, 2026, https://www.csm.ca.gov/matters/25-4237-1-05/doc7.pdf (accessed May 14,
2026), page 73.

12 Stone v. Regents of University of California, (1999) 77 Cal. App.4th 736, 745.
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The Commission’s reliance on the prior IRC decision, The Stull Act, 14-9825-1-01, is
also misplaced because the CAR program does not factually lend to a similar outcome.
In that case, the Controller offered reimbursement for evaluations that lacked
appropriate source documents for fiscal years 1997-98 through 2004-05 based on the
average amount of time the Claimant’s evaluators spent on each evaluation performed
in 2006-07 and 2007-08."* Ultimately, the Commission concluded that the evidence in
the record was sufficient to support this reimbursement, stating:

The mandated program was not amended or increased, but remained the
same. In addition, the Controller’s finding of 30 minutes per evaluation
was based on the claimant’s time logs for fiscal year 2006-2007 that
recorded the time spent on the mandate for all months in the fiscal year on
one form; teacher evaluation forms provided by the claimant that disclosed
30 minutes of actual classroom observation; and the Controller’s review of
a sample of written evaluations for teachers at EI Camino High School,
Jefferson Middle School, and Mission Elementary School for fiscal years
2006-2007 and 2007-2008."

The Commission held the Controller could reasonably find a way to measure
reimbursable time costs based on this evidence, and accordingly, the Commission
could find that the reduction to $0 was arbitrary and capricious. Unfortunately, similar
evidence does not exist in this case. As noted above, the bare evidence that the
Claimant performed mandated activities provides no meaningful way to measure the
actual time spent on such mandated activities. In the absence of compliant source
documents, the only reasonable conclusion is a reduction to $0.

The Controller finds the situation in the prior CAR consolidated IRC decision (08-4237-I-
02 and 12-4237-1-03) to be more applicable to the case at hand.'® In that case, the
County claimed reimbursement for two full-time employees, relying primarily on payroll
records, and a four-week time study.’” The Controller reduced the costs for these
employees to $0 because the actual time spent performing mandated activities could
not be validated. The Controller first found that the payroll records did not comply with
the Ps and Gs. Second, the Controller found the time study inadequate because the
time spent varied from year to year and was not constant.’ In reviewing the
Controller’s reduction decision, the Commission explained that it “cannot substitute its
judgment for that of the Controller on audit decisions to reject the time study.”’® As a

4 Commission on State Mandates, Incorrect Reduction Claim Decision on The Stull Act, 14-9825-1-01,
adopted September 23, 2016, https://csm.ca.gov/matters/documents/Decisionwebfinal.pdf (accessed
May 12, 2026), page 15.

S Id. at 24.

6 Commission on State Mandates, Incorrect Reduction Claim Decision on Child Abduction and Recovery
Program,( 08-4237-1-02 and 12-4237-1-03), adopted March 25, 2016, https://csm.ca.gov/matters/08-4237-
[-02/doc20.pdf (May 21, 2026).

7 Id. at pp. 13-14.

'8 d. at p. 14.

¥ /d.




result, the Commission found the Controller’s decision to reduce the costs to $0 where
“the claimant did not comply with the documentation requirements of the parameters
and guidelines” was “correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely
lacking in evidentiary support”.2® Applying this same logic, the Commission cannot now
find that the Controller’s decision is arbitrary and capricious where source documents
are non-compliant without undoing its own precedent.

In light of all of the above, the Controller asks the Commission to reconsider Section
IV(C) of its draft proposed decision.

If you have any questions, please contact me by telephone at (916) 327-3138.

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my
knowledge, information, and belief.

Sincerely,

L saa Kinskawa

LISA KUROKAWA, Chief
Compliance Audits Bureau
Division of Audits

2 q.
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Supervisor signed but did not date the
time record.
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CUSTODY OF MINOR TIME STUDY (Chapter 1399, Statutes of 1976)

PART | I EMPLOYEE INFORMATION l

= oonweve, turdpn [T N [ 284» (4) ey, 202
PART Il — INSTRUCTIONS ON BACK OF FORM
PART i l DALY TIME STUDY
ACTIVITIES 7s 7 " i / YS / r ’ . ~| Grand
(By Section Number) 1V 27 a7 4 s¥ /[ d [ adl o7 ] 10d] 114 1241 12/ 147 45 1gf1.w 10/ 191 PT [ 26 27 F 28] 26 1 30| 87 | Tolal
1| ata0 - atas V1S |2 [F][0 [0 ]10]s [4 |0 [\0] BIPI©0]5 [5 |F W] 10]\0[10[S |5 e | R0 [P ]]S |5 |/
2| 3408(c) & 3408(d) L RAR BRI ; @ 9]0 VAL PR
3| 3411[a) & 3421(c) v [T (N|D TIV|D v s T N2 R
a| 277, 278 & 2785 v W IR Y 1D Jir M2 lo
5 BE2E “]A WA (A 2 e
6 sustoTaL | |V [y W R[] (@0 jrofo] 2] o[ R[@[V] Y] [ m|rd)to]l | w|/éo
7 \?" & 2 ;"' ¢ #
8| 277/278/2785 Non-Claimable N 7 > of v
OTHER — NON-CLAIMABLE !
9] (eriefy Explaln Balaw]
10
1 SUBTOTAL 1010 |10 {10 12110 o |10 1920 |t 0] Plo| o )
12| Vacation Time, Sick Leave, elc. i0 i i
1a DAILY GRAND TOTAL | IV (2o 12|10 R 42 100 A4 o] =
170
SUPERVISOR I hareby certify the empioyee’s dally time records have baen
EMPLOYEE | hereby certify that this Is a true and accurate report of my ined and that, fo the best of knowladge and beliel, this
“/ g Ameandihe pmellod parfornd A8 showiEkiove. ;;aﬂz:or: ?s lru: an‘:I c:rrazz :ndn:ie functions were parformed
) as shown above. 7
/ /(’ Fogsg § L% ou- oy - F21 -./(L" - o loks /21
Lg‘aimuns OF EMPLOYEE DATE SIGNATURE OF SUPERVISOR DATE

A afEl A HAETA Da 2

Both employee and supervisor signed and
dated 2 months after the end of the month.
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Both employee and supervisor signed and
dated 2 months after the end of the month.
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Both employee and supervisor signed and
dated 3 months after the end of the month.
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Both employee and supervisor signed and dated
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Supervisor signed and dated 3 months
after the end of the month.
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

| am a resident of the County of Sacramento and | am over the age of 18 years, and not
a party to the within action. My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300,
Sacramento, California 95814.

On May 26, 2026, | served the:
e Current Mailing List dated May 13, 2026

e Controller's Comments on the Draft Proposed Decision, Schedule for
Comments, and Notice of Hearing filed May 22, 2026

Child Abduction and Recovery, 25-4237-1-05

Family Code Sections 3060-3064, 3130-3134.5, 3408, 3411, and 3421; Penal
Code Sections 277, 278, and 278.5; Welfare and Institutions Code Section
11478.5; Statutes 1976, Chapter 1399; Statutes 1992, Chapter 162; Statutes
1996, Chapter 988 Fiscal Years: 2017-2018, 2018-2019, 2019-2020, 2020-2021
County of Los Angeles, Claimant

by making it available on the Commission’s website and providing notice of how to
locate it to the email addresses provided on the attached mailing list.

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on
May 26, 2026 at Sacramento, California.

Dpel Ol

vid Chavez
Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 323-3562



5/14/26, 9:10 AM Mailing List

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 5/13/26
Claim Number: 25-4237-1-05
Matter: Child Abduction and Recovery
Claimant: County of Los Angeles

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:

Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove any
party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission correspondence, and
a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except as provided otherwise by
commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written material with the commission
concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the written material on the parties and interested
parties to the claim identified on the mailing list provided by the commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, §
1181.3.)

Adaoha Agu, County of San Diego Auditor & Controller Department

Projects, Revenue and Grants Accounting, 5530 Overland Avenue, Ste. 410 , MS:0-53, San Diego,
CA 92123

Phone: (858) 694-2129

Adaoha.Agu@sdcounty.ca.gov

Rachelle Anema, Assistant Auditor-Controller, County of Los Angeles
Accounting Division, 500 W. Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8321

RANEMA @auditor.lacounty.gov

Lili Apgar, Specialist, State Controller's Office

Local Reimbursements Section, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254

lapgar@sco.ca.gov

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office

Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-7522

SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Aaron Avery, Legislative Representative, California Special Districts Association
1112 T Street Bridge, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 442-7887

Aarona@csda.net

Anna Barich, Attorney, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562

Anna.Barich@csm.ca.gov

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list from_claim.php 1/6
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David Bass, Vice Mayor, CIty of Rocklin
3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA 95677
Phone: (916) 663-8504
David.Bass@rocklin.ca.us

Ginni Bella Navarre, Deputy Legislative Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 319-8342

Ginni.Bella@lao.ca.gov

Guy Burdick, Consultant, MGT Consulting

2251 Harvard Street, Suite 134, Sacramento, CA 95815
Phone: (916) 833-7775

gburdick@mgtconsulting.com

Allan Burdick,

7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203-3608

allanburdick@gmail.com

Rica Mae Cabigas, Chief Accountant, Auditor-Controller

Accounting Division, 500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8309

rcabigas@auditor.lacounty.gov

Evelyn Calderon-Yee, Bureau Chief, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 324-5919

ECalderonYee@sco.ca.gov

Julissa Ceja Cardenas, Legislative Analyst, California State Association of Counties
Government Finance and Administration, 1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500

jeejacardenas@counties.org

Ali Chemkhi, Senior Supervising Accountant/Auditor, County of San Bernardino

Office of Auditor-Controller, 268 West Hospitality Lane, Fourth Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415-
0018

Phone: (909) 382-7035

ali.chemkhi@sbcountyatc.gov

Annette Chinn, Consultant, Cost Recovery Systems, Inc.
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939-7901

achinncrs@aol.com

Thomas Deak, Senior Deputy, County of San Diego

Office of County Counsel, 1600 Pacific Highway, Room 355, San Diego, CA 92101
Phone: (619) 531-4810

Thomas.Deak@sdcounty.ca.gov

Tim Flanagan, CIO-Registrar of Voters, County of Solano

Registrar of Voters, 678 Texas Street, Suite 2600, Fairfield, CA 94533
Phone: (707) 784-3359

Elections@solanocounty.com

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php
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Howard Gest, Attorney, Burhenn & Gest, LLP
Claimant Representative

12401 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90025
Phone: (213) 629-8787

hgest@burhenngest.com

Juliana Gmur, Executive Director, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 323-3562

juliana.gmur@csm.ca.gov

Dominick Guidera, Department of Finance

Education Systems, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-0328

dominick.guidera@dof.ca.gov

Michael Hestrin, District Attorney, County of Riverside
3960 Orange Street, Riverside, CA 92501

Phone: (951) 955-5400

mhestrin@rivcoda.org

Chris Hill, Principal Program Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274

Chris.Hill@dof.ca.gov

Tiffany Hoang, Associate Accounting Analyst, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 323-1127

THoang(@sco.ca.gov

Ken Howell, Senior Management Auditor, State Controller's Office

Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau, 3301 C Street, Suite 725A, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-2368

KHowell@sco.ca.gov

Chuck Hughes, Special Assistant District Attorney, County of Ventura

Office of the District Attorney, 800 South Victoria Avenue, Suite 300, Ventura, CA 93009
Phone: (805) 477-1635

Chuck.Hughes@venturacounty.gov

Angelo Joseph, Supervisor, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 323-0706

AlJoseph@sco.ca.gov

Emma Jungwirth, Senior Legislative Advocate, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Ste 101, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 650-8115

ejungwirth@counties.org

Anne Kato, Acting Chief, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA
95816

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list from_claim.php 3/6
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Phone: (916) 322-9891
akato@sco.ca.gov

Lisa Kurokawa, Burcau Chief for Audits, State Controller's Office
Compliance Audits Bureau, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 327-3138

lkurokawa@sco.ca.gov

Eric Lawyer, Legislative Advocate, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
Government Finance and Administration, 1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 650-8112

elawyer@counties.org

Kim-Anh Le, Deputy Controller, County of San Mateo
555 County Center, 4th Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063
Phone: (650) 599-1104

kle@smcgov.org

William Lee, Chief Deputy District Attorney, County of San Bernardino District Attorney's Office
303 W. 3rd Street, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0502

Phone: (909) 382-3800

WLee@sbcda.org

Anita Lee, Assistant Program Budget Manager, Department of Finance
Education Systems, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 445-0328

anita.lee@dof.ca.gov

Fernando Lemus, Principal Accountant - Auditor, County of Los Angeles
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 West Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-0324

flemus@auditor.lacounty.gov

Erika Li, Chief Deputy Director, Department of Finance
915 L Street, 10th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 445-3274

erika.li@dof.ca.gov

Kenneth Louie, Chief Counsel , Department of Finance
1021 O. Street, Suite 3110, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 322-0971

Kenny.Louie@dof.ca.gov

Everett Luc, Accounting Administrator I, Specialist, State Controller's Office
3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 323-0766

ELuc@sco.ca.gov

Jill Magee, Program Analyst, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 323-3562

Jill.Magee@csm.ca.gov

Suresh Malkani, Finance Director, Town of Apple Valley
14955 Dale Evans Parkway, Apple Valley, CA 92307
Phone: (760) 240-7000

smalkani@applevalley.org

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php
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Darryl Mar, Manager, State Controller's Office

Local Reimbursements Section, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0706

DMar@sco.ca.gov

Rosanna Nguyen, Program Budget Manager, Department of Finance
Local Government Unit, 915 L. Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274

Rosanna.Nguyen@dof.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Consultant, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 455-3939
andy@nichols-consulting.com

Patricia Pacot, Accountant Auditor I, County of Colusa

Office of Auditor-Controller, 546 Jay Street, Suite #202 , Colusa, CA 95932
Phone: (530) 458-0424

ppacot@countyofcolusa.org

Arthur Palkowitz, Attorney, Law Offices of Arthur M. Palkowitz
12807 Calle de la Siena, San Diego, CA 92130

Phone: (858) 259-1055

law@artpalk.onmicrosoft.com

Kirsten Pangilinan, Specialist, State Controller's Office

Local Reimbursements Section, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-2446

KPangilinan@sco.ca.gov

Trevor Power, Accounting Manager, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach , CA 92660

Phone: (949) 644-3085

tpower@newportbeachca.gov

Jonathan Quan, Associate Accountant, County of San Diego

Projects, Revenue, and Grants Accounting, 5530 Overland Ave, Suite 410, San Diego, CA 92123
Phone: 6198768518

Jonathan.Quan@sdcounty.ca.gov

Roberta Raper, Director of Finance, City of West Sacramento
1110 West Capitol Ave, West Sacramento, CA 95691

Phone: (916) 617-4509

robertar@cityofwestsacramento.org

Chad Rinde, Director of Finance, County of Sacramento
700 H Street, Room 3650, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 874-7248

RindeC@SacCounty.gov

Jessica Sankus, Senior Legislative Analyst, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
Government Finance and Administration, 1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500

jsankus@counties.org

Cindy Sconce, Director, Government Consulting Partners
5016 Brower Court, Granite Bay, CA 95746
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Phone: (916) 276-8807
cindysconcegcp@gmail.com

Carla Shelton, Senior Legal Analyst, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 323-3562

carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Camille Shelton, Chief Legal Counsel, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 323-3562

camille.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Paul Steenhausen, Principal Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, , Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 319-8303

Paul.Steenhausen@lao.ca.gov

Oscar Valdez, Auditor-Controller, County of Los Angeles

Claimant Contact

Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 West Temple Street, Room 525, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8302

ovaldez@auditor.lacounty.gov

Alejandra Villalobos, Management Services Manager, County of San Bernardino

Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, Forth Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415
Phone: (909) 382-3191

alejandra.villalobos@sbcountyatc.gov

Tiffany Walston, County Counsel, County of Los Angeles

648 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration, 500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012-2713
Phone: (213) 974-1811

twalston@counsel.lacounty.gov

Arthur Wylene, General Counsel, Rural County Representatives of California (RCRC)
1215 K Street, Suite 1650, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 447-4806

awylene@rcrenet.org

Kaily Yap, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance

Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274

Kaily.Yap@dof.ca.gov

Traci Young, IS Project Director, City and County of San Francisco

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), 525 Golden Gate Ave, San Francisco, CA
94102

Phone: (415) 653-2583

tmyoung@sfwater.org

Helmholst Zinser-Watkins, Associate Governmental Program Analyst, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 700,
Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 324-7876

HZinser-watkins@sco.ca.gov
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